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_ will be implemented in major cities of the country. ]

INIRODUCTION

Cliicago is Ythe city that works" as locsl public otficisls and L.
civic boostsrs.oftsn proclaim. At a tims o£ uncsrtsinty sboue the |
soundssss_snd-stability of most msjor cities, Chicago continues to
exps:iescs a coustructiou.boom i its central business district and
an 1mptsss1vs Moody AA rating for its municipal credit obligstions.

Chicago, howsver, 1s more racially segregated in its housing |
pattsrns than any other major city in the North.l Furthsr, ths schools“‘

o£ Chicago constitute the most highly segregated public system of all -_ .

major cities in the nation.2.

~ T .
. Py
: .4

Chicago continues to represent a crucial test in the Noxrth.and ’
tﬁs nation, of whether the complex constitutionsi-and statutoyy dsmsnds
for desegregated schools as judicially.fnd administratiwsly,1nterprets§r -

The populstion of Chicago was 3,367,000 in 1970 and an estimated
2,962,200 in 1978, 3 The Chicago public schools, with 494,880 pupils
in 1978, constitute the third largest school system in the country
(after New York and Los Angeles). ‘ . RN

- Therxe has been a long and bitter history of almost 20 years of

controversy about integration in Chicago, as will be summarszcd in

this Report. To this date, there is no substantial plan to end
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*

‘ deses:eaacion in the Ceieaze Publte'Schools. The problems inherent

‘ in any desezregetion effort ave often enlarged by school authorities .

and political leaders into 1mpahsabla barriers to maka effective

desegresation 1mpossible. ' : e .
Among the problems which have been raised by a number of’ .

commentators are the small number of white pupils in the school system

(expected to be 194 in éept. 1979)§ the preshnce of other minorities

in the schools (59.9% black, 15.1% Hispanic, 23.2% vwhite in Sept. 1978);

the eroding tax base of the city, and the geographical distanees
invelved in Chieego. Other critics of desegregation efforts Q;Lnt t?
"changing u:ban:Eubu:ban.demngraéhicsl While Chicago continues to see
a decgeese in total and white pupil populations, the surrounding
subexbs are maintaining a substantielly white-pupil cohpecicioe which
is generally iecreasing'slowly, although specific suburbs are experi-
encing a decrease in pubil enrollment. In 1978, suburban schools had

" a cqmpositien,of 91.0z'white; 5.2% black,.and 3.8Z'Hispanie. For the
year 2000, minor changes arc projetted: 82.3% white, 10.4% black,. and
7.3Z.Hispanic.4 .These daca'on.urban-seburban popuiations are sometiues
raised to sepporc the prediction that Chicago Public Schools will not
dhly increase their proportion of minority étudents but also of students
from econowically poor families.

The £ore§o;ug problems are real but they cannot be used as

arguments to bolster the refusal to implement meaningful desegregation.
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_ for future action,

. . . . .
I . b . . .. . ~30

Financial ‘conscram&.can' and should be addressed by the General

. .. . . \ e "
Asgembly. Hdwever, the duty to operate a sé.hoal district in accord ” "

. -
with éonstitutional standards cannot be avoided bect.ms'e of a claim of : e

| insufficient finances.? Gcographic.‘l distances ha{rg_becn present_; for

ygarso in rural and in private school systems and have successfully

. been traversed. At stake here is the prt;vision of desegregated, o ' Soudil
cqual educational .opportunity ‘fo::.all chi‘ldren, as demanded by ) ' : ':‘ .
Brown and the progeny of that judiciai decision.6 ) '-'

~ . ) . _ : ¢ .
The U.S. Commission on C'i\jil ﬁights hé.s monit:oréd the ,seﬁregat:'ed ' .
| Chicago Public Schools since 1962. In the last. two yeafs, the Illi.nois‘ : 'h -—
Advisory Committee (Illinois SAC) to the Commission has gbndgxct:e’d’ ‘e . ' L _
' a; spacial project for . xﬁonitoring : desestegat:gn in dhicago. Tuese |

-notes mark the closing of t:he more for:}k‘:spects of this monitoriung

process undertaken by the Illinoi.s SAC. ‘ an ' 5\:‘. .

The members of the Comnittee ‘and the Commission staff believe i

sthat as t:ha' city f:ontinues its interaction with state and Federal civil z;’:‘ :
rights enforcement agencies, informal monitoring should and will :,‘: |
continue through the Illinois SAC. :”
These nﬁtes will highlight significant events in the h':.si:ory‘of T: )
desezregation of the Chicago Public Schools, réview activities of the '.: ‘
R

school board, .communit:y‘groups, and state and federal agencies, summarize
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past Illinois SAC, activities, and offer recomueadatioas to the Commission

.

~
>

-y,
%

PO f
- . enen o-ge- 3
ce
. .
-
.
. .

‘e, &

[N



g—;.::;: Y

-

1. SEGREGATED SCHOOLS IN CHICAGO msr
A HISTORY OF RESISTANCE. |

The schools in Chicago were formally dégzgtegaccddin 1874. 7
Shortly gﬁter.-a number of neighborhood "1mprov¢m¢nt clubs" wore

inttiaced to keep the -local schools all ﬁhiee. The policy of

" "neighborhaod schools” has been invoked consigtently since that time

" by school authcrities. In receat times, this facially neutral policy

has been used ;h an atéempt to prove chqt'the segregated Chicago

_ Public Schools are not segregated "de juxe"'and therefore not directly

affecced by the Brown decision “but only "de facto" that 13 to say, have
resulted from houging pacterns qed trends'beyond the. con:rol of the
Boaf& .0f Education, even beyond ‘any 3overnmenta1 action.'

In facc.uhowgver, housing segregation in Chicago has begn the .-

result of official policy throughout the existence of the city. Ia

| 1917, the Chicago Real Escate B8ard adopted a policy of "continuous

block" expansion8 for che blacks, prohibiting "the present method of
obtaiping a single b;;Iding in scattered blocks...." Later, VA and
FHA lending practices, and the seleccion.of sites by the Public Housing
Authorities empﬁasized presérvation of rac;a}ly gggregated housing f
pactorn39 or reinfﬁrced them. |

. Restrictive covenants in real estate contracts and deeds were

common in Chicago to prevent blacks -from moving into white neighbor-

hoods long after they were declared unenforceable in Federal court .

4.
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- in 1948.10 .only in 1969 did the Department of Justice (DOJ) seriously
. - N u . .

challenge the lckklitywof even recording such ébuoﬁantg.ll .
" 1In spite‘of these and sinilar publi;.poliéies in'housing, the’
issag.of wﬁe;her geg:egach'neighborhood schools are thq.inadvertegf__ &
.result of "foituitqpa“ housing segregation patterns remains a.ﬁvossing |
one in the Chicago school segfegacion.cbﬁc:oversy. | |
Specific issues of segregation in the public schools h;we been
raised ih'Chicagg throughout this century. In 1945, for'éxamplé, st .,
the hearings of the Mayor's Commission on Race Rglacions.(creaccd in
1943 as fear of ggciai disturbances pervaded the city), the-NAACP
ihiséd the issue of Washburne Trade School, where "a Negro boy is

' hever‘seleccéd as an hpprentice; consequenfly.tﬁe very highly productive
buildihg tradés exclude the Negro...."lz‘ Tpe'segreédted condition at
Washburne Trade School, where émp;oyers and unions select students as
apprentices, continues even today.
The current school desegregation struggle started in 1938, wiﬁh.__
'an article in C:isié, éhe NAACP j;ﬁrnal. "Dé Féﬁto Segregation ;h che.. |
Chicago Public Schools." According to this article, 91% of Chicago
schools were segregated in 1957, 4 segregated school for the purposes
of that article was one that enrolled 90% or more pupils of the same

- race (in i978; the Chicago Board of Education (CBE) adopted as a desegre-

gation criterion a 90/10% rcpresentation of races in each scheol. Such
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criterion is .un"d_er disputa,,see‘-pQ ,i;é)._ |
_ The higtory of the controversy has been written in det:aj.l.13 and
need not be repeated here. For the purpose of these notes, a brief -,

. .

chronology .through June.29, 1979 will suffice.lé - T .
- - . " .. 8 o o
‘ / | September 1961; A group of pareuts sues tlhe CBE on the segrega~’ . -- e
/// " tion and overcrowding of black schools.l-"' The suit, the @ case, . . ::
- is settled b} 19633 out of court. The Board a.k:pt:s-a° résolu- ':’ -
Yy : . tion go remedy. ox;erc:owding and to ai:poi.nt; 2 study par;el to ingke ' ; °
& i:eco::x.n:ndations on désegre:gation (Qee bélov-, ‘the M l}ebqrt). —
January -1_962: NAACP sues the CBE agki;xé for red._z_'awins of. school L4
boundgrieé to relieve overc;rowding of one black schoo.]-.. near an undex- - . :h.
ui:ilized whiteﬁ school.: ) | o :
- | ' August 1962: The -U.‘S. Commission on Civil Rights publishes _Q_x.\_r_i__l_ - :":'
Rights, USAZPul?I:;.c Schools North and West. Pzof. Joha E. Coons writes o ’i'
the chapter :on Chicago. The report documents the segregation of Chicago ' i’j: .
e school'.'s,. the overcrowding of black schools, the absence of black - | , !/
teé.chqrs from xghit:e schools, etc. Specifically, it highlights the :)
) .segregative policies of the Washburne Trade School, and the explicit 4 f' )
: ' r’

poiicies' of the CBE that promote segregation into unequal schools

throughout thé system.
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ovmbg: 196 + " The CBE authorizes thc first. pomias!ve transfc: L ‘. e

T ‘ i o :H - .
B « program, in the 60's,(permissive tnnsfpra had been au;horizod by CBE.\. :z‘f L
LU ) T, el
-frdm 1955 to l958).. to rdlicvmovorcrowding and posslbly protuote . -.‘ ’ " ‘.t*’
| inteﬁration. Only 28 studencs tako advantaso of the: progra.m.‘ Pemi.a- T lﬁ-«-.
. .  sive transfcrs ha\re subsequencly been uso‘d in Chicago with vprious o \ -
'dcgrces of. scope and CBE st.tppoﬂu»]-6 - e SRR | o
A . » P
o ke
J nuaj 1963° Black parents boycobt and. p*o‘at an nneachfactory . R
school, established i.n an unfinished, convertred warehouse. . T “ R -

Al -
- : : .

M For t:he fivst t.ime in Chicago, a black principal o #

is appointed to a whicc elementary school.
3 - / T ‘

,i ;x' 196; NAACP national convent:ion meet:i.ng in Chicago demon~ . -

T

strates in front of. the CBE. A few days latex, CORE holds -a Ole-in.

.
'w
.
o

H

in the central CBE office. They object #o the CBE practice of utili- |

2ing mobile units to r‘elieve overcrowding, and placing them primarily

o8 -
o«
.

)
in b‘lack schools, “' -t : | ' . :; |
July 1063: The fllinois General Assembly passes the Arms.crong . ;
17 bireing on all school distrxicts in Illinoi.s.- It'. requires: '"As T ‘
" soon as practicable, a.nd from time to time t:hereaft;cr, the board snall ;t-
| challenge or revise ex_:lst:ing ‘'units or create new units in a manner ?:: =
’whicl; wil’l take ‘into consideration the prcvcncion of segregation and :’1“
nt:hc elininati'on of scparation of chiidren in public schools because of i_": |
* color, race, oxr nat:ionality All records pertain:.ng to the crcation, *'-
_alteration, or revision .of attendance units shall be open to the public. ;5:’
~ Lo o
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. activigts.

‘.‘rela.r.ions a:noag coxn:uunity .3roups', g:he Board and..-.ct_t2° S griut:cndent:

w_;, 'Ihe .GBE agrees to a rao:l.al census of the st:udeuts.

in p:cparat:ioa for :I.mglemntation of the Amsttong ng. just v‘sed.

It {3 the first t:i.mo these data are to be ava:l.lab‘lo to civil “hu

’ [ ]
L) v * .
. . .

T . >

Aggugt: 23, 1963: CBE adopts a li.mit;ed permi.ssive transfer

ptogran for’ hi.gh school studants of. extraordina:y 'I.evuuent. "The

L4
.

ate strained. . - . | . . .

October 2, 1963: There is & massive demonstration by black groups
and a boycott of the schools by black pupils: wmore than’224, 000~absant
on Oct:ober 22 "Fteedom Day." The boycott is organized by the Coordi.na.-

ting Council of Commm&ty Organizatioas (CCCO).
February 1964: Another boycott keeps 17.2,00'0.pupils from school.

+March 1964: The llauset Report is presented to the CBE.IB. it is
p)_:ep:éréd by the panel appointed by CBE on partr of the out-of-court

se:tlment iﬁ the Webb case. (Among the initial members of the pan.el
is Dr. :Ic;hn A, Hannah, the President of: Michigan State University aud
Chairman of the-U.S. Commi.ssion on Ci.v\l Rights, He resigned befoxy
the panel completed its study.) The Hauser Report rcpresents one of

the :najor efforts in the desegregation of sc.hools in Chicago:s It

.examines‘ comparative conditions in white, bla.ck and integrated schools,
R ? L a
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" to effect the develppment of continuous programs’ to nehieve this goak. ")
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considering oveterowding; bn;tding-conditione. etu&ent.eehievement,'.° | - '.agﬁéi
' -ettendenee.- 'drop'oute. physienl feei,li:ties.‘ end-teeei" q mg'ésr.i.!ls‘a- ' ‘.. ;
In all of those arcas the report £inds the conditions ot'bleck schools | f“-;fé
‘quite:uneqnal ta tne'white_onee. It deplores the gction of the CBE - = .. - ;tg
in not having undertaken desegtegetion.begore nnd urges -the a&option : . if 7%
of 13 reeommendetione tdf?lplement the Boaxd's own—policy.statement ‘ .o : ::%"
of’February'13 i964 with respect to school integration ("We reaffirm v . : 'Eii;“J

.and Publicly declare a poliey of racial integrat*on. We shall endeevor-:\ .

Q

- Among ?be 13 recommendations, the uauser Report includes "modified open / .
en:olfkent“ in elementary and seconﬂary schools (what today wny be |

oelled "elusteting“), dqoisions on school attendance boundaries with

fostering of integration as "a major consideration " integration of S A
" faculties across race, tr¥aining and experience; CBE-to provide free . St
. . . ) ’ . * .
transportation for students taking advantage of the various transfer ~’.$
. . H"‘ ..
. s Q v
programs; training and other in-service activites on human relations; ”*‘.v
. and, the establgehment of a "'saturation" education program in some . :ff'
particular sub-district as a demonstration project.19 . ' ’ 5:'°‘
: . e
. . ‘.. , . .f:'.‘.'
*April 1964: The Board adopts the llauser Report "in principle." o
* . ‘ ) i..
The only immediate action to implement recommendatijons of the Hauser ' .
. ’ ‘ . ',
Report is the ‘cgeation of a "friends of the Chicago Schools" committee ["
to advise CBE on matters of integration, at its request. The committee g'
. ~d
will lack support from CBE and be non-existing in practice. -%:é.
R . . [ ' ...,: ]
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. ; 'ol']ﬂﬁﬁ‘ .The CBE adopts policy of open enrollment at trade .

and vocational schools (recommended by the llauser Reﬁort).

| yax:-'Jhlx 1964: The Superintendent offers the CBE a 'counter
plan" to the‘ggggg;.keport.“'lt challé#ges'definitiogs'bf oveférowding,
rejects the recommendation for free traansportation. According to the
. Superintendent, that would be “sub-btdin;ting (sic) education to .
trinspor:ﬁtion.".-Other ﬂgggég,kepdrt'recommanddtions afe modified

substantially and adopted.
! : . \ . o .
November 1964 CBE releases another majo}~study it had commisg-

sioned. the vigurst REport.zo It is a.massive\hnalysis and surveyﬁiqv
of the city schools: its author states that the "study design did

not c;nsider the issue of racial balance in the schools -specifically."
It repeats and endorses the :ecommendations of the llauser Report on

'integration, and adds recommendations on compensatory education.

'Julz 1965: The bcco fiies'a:formal complaint of discrimination
in the Chicago qulic Schools with the U.S. Officg.of Education. It-
igyokeb the newly passed Civil Rights A@t of 1964, and demands the
disapproval of Federal funds under Title VI provisions. .It is the first
major challeng; to a Northern school discéict under therhew Act.

Also'in'duly 1965, Congressman Adam Clayton Powell holds hearings
of the House Committce on Labor and Educacion in Chicago, deal%ng with

Chicago schooi segfegation.
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In the Summer, there are marches, boycotts, and protests about .

the school conditions and the future of the Superintendeﬁt.

"§gpsgm§g;_lgg§: The U.S. Commissioner of Education in roesponse

‘to the CCCO complaint announces he is holding up about $30 million

..'(the first .grant to the CBE under the newly approved ESEA Title 1),

pending the inveq;igation of the issues raised by the complaink,
Congressman Roman‘Pucinski of Chicago, the'Chgirmad of the llouse

Education Subcommittee, intervenes. So does the Chiéago Mayor, who ..

carries the case to the President of the United States. Within 5 days,

the order is rescinded, the monies are released and the investigation
is suspended to allow the CBE to conduct its own. The impact of this
HEW decision and its bacﬁing off “chilled all Titie VI enforcement

efforts in Northern and Western schools for almost three years."zl

January 1966: After requesting cooperation from CBE, an HEW
team begins to review Chicago following the CCCO complaint. There
axe.contihuous reports of difficulties in securing data, particularly

these relating to faculty racial breakdown.

January 1967: The U.S. Office of Education iséues a report, the

result of its Chicago schools revicw. It identifies possible violationms

A o

of Title VI in the operation of the apprentice training program (siill'

the Washburne School), student assignments (segregated pupils), and

N

faculty assignmenc“patterns. HEW seeks voluntary compliance, including

a city-wide plan to lessen segregation. -
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August 1967. Tho new Superintendenc of the Chlcaso schools -
has been given as a first asaignment the response to the January 1967
HEW report. He now presents to the CBE a feport, "Increasing Desegre- -

gation of Facilities, Students and Vocational Education Programs "

(the Redmond Report) 22 The Redmond- Report was prepared by a series |
of task forces mﬁge up of CBE staff and outside consultants. it
‘addressed four areas of concern: £aéu1t§ assignment patternr,
boundaries and student assignment practices, vocational edﬁcatioh
(including the épprentice.program and open enrollment in vocational
schools), and “public uqderstan&ihg." In each of the four areas, after
a lengthy programmatic discussion, the report offered a long series of

detailed recommendations for aqﬁion. For the most part, an end result

of this format was a'great deal of difficulty in assessment of progress.

The CBE adopted the report with modifications. The U.S. Office of
Education demanded a timetable for implementation but, pursuant to its

intent to seek voluntary compliance, did not press for formal compliance.

March - April 1968: Some 300 black pupils are bused from two
overcrowded schools .to eight under-utilized white schools. There is -

picketing by white parents at the receiving schools.

September - October 1968: Black high school students dcmonstrate

L 3

and boycott the Chicago Public Schools, asking for maﬁor improvements in

school facilities, curriculum and even food in the school cafeterias.
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Tt By 1 1969, ‘there is"EH—agreement between HEW and DOJ £or the lat*cr to e
3 carry on proceadiugs in the Chicago segregation efforts. In July 1969,. '};f }
DOJ notifies the CBE that faculty assignments must be modifiod to remedy b
. the current patterns of faculty segregation. The CBE adopts:a pblicy of
" 7 _
- voluntary transfers of faculty and incentives to promote faculty 1ntegration._ o
. ) ° —
October 1969: The DOJ rejects the CBE plan for faculty integration. e -
All four major Chicago newspapers deplore DOJ's decision,23 The Chicago '
Teachers Union also opposes transfers of faculty for,deseéfggation.
April 1970: Negotiations to achieve desegregation of facilities —
achieve no progress and DOJ threatens a lawsuit. ,&;
June 197 ¢! HEW (by now in the background. in enforcing desegrega- i ‘
- tion in Chicago) presents to CBE a plan for desegregating faculties. o
Chicago Teachers Unzon threatens to sue as the provisions, it feels, - —
LD
2 ot
are contrary to the teachers contract., Some actions by the Board to ﬁ?
increase voluntary transfers of teachers. The plan fails to achievg' L .
. M l..”.
wmeaningful desegregation of teachers. 4 f‘
- ro
‘October 1971: The Illinois State Superintendent of Public rl:
Instruction files binding Rules "conéerning racial balance in the ':

6,0
schools." Basically, the Rules mandate that no school may deviate %-
move than ISZ in its xacial composition from that {z

=
of the school district as a whole.  The Rules t™

v
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~ Auzust 1972: State Superintendent of Pgblic_Insttuction‘findé "
.Chicago schools (as well as those of 20 other school districts) out of

compliance with the Rules for desegregation.of pupils.

In 1973, OCR-HEW announces a new review of segregation in the

/

Chiéago Public Schoois.

June 1973: The Governor of Illinois signs into law a bill that
prohibits mandatory busing as a remedy for segregated schools. The
Stdte Superiantendent of Public Instruction states that he cannot achieve

desegregation §n Chicago schools without busing.

Jaauary 1974: The State Superintendent tones down his goals and

timetables for desegregation in Illinois schools, talking in general of

Yimmediate steps for eliminating racial segregation.”

- _m“:m:m;.u S S S _.Timw”.»M”_"MT“w;m;“”.w~“.~”.N':..LuléTMm:T_qnf;__._.
'”}é;iéQQné.;unéw 5@5&3@;5kEoNE;;EQ;EEAQESHﬁiy‘Statéfiﬁitiative: most *““i““‘“"fjf
desegregation legislation has oc;ut;ed up to now at the Federal level. :?fi 
Chicagé Board of Education submics plahs.whereby*no schonl will hayo ;:. ;
more than 75% nor less than SOZOstudents of the same race. This plan '
is not implemented, but there is a great Qeal of uniest fn the-whit;' -
schools over its provisions;' B | —
- | - | | s
Aoril 1972: DOJ rejects as insufficient the ) o
CBE's tea;hersade;egrggation plan. CBE teéﬁbmiﬁs thg same plan. There ; o
is again aﬂthteat of a lawsuit. . o

A

GEP® . o o woe 2
27/ N

¥
i

¥

]

.

”
. [ ]
<.

.—,’:!’f
. ®

-y .
-
.

! e I
. - *
p .« .

.-. w3
1"; 5.
e ”



" 15.

~—~—

] Julx_ 1975: The U.Sy ornco of Tducation declares the-Chicago—

Board of Education 1ncligible for ESAA funds: the reasons given a:e
the continuing seg:cgativc patterns of.school'faculty assignmen:s and

the-&eficient sexvices provided to non-Eriglish speaking pupils. This

" rejection of eligibllity for ESAA funds will be repeated every year for
&

the same :cason up to 1979. 1In that year; HEW recjects the application

for ESAA. funds on the basis of segregated pupil assiguments as well as

se:vices;to'non-English speaking pupils and faculty sssignments.

ngggmggg_lglzf' OCR-HEW, as a result of its review, finds CBE
out of compliance with Title VI on the issues of faculty asgignments
and the services to non-English speaking pupils." It gives the CCE
until February l976 to submit a plan to remedy these spficiencies. A

new Superintendent of Schools for Chicago is appoinced\

£

January 1976: The School Board adopts a teacher desegregation plan

that prevents any tcnurcd teacher from being transfered inyoluntarily,
1imiting che scope of transfcrs to substicuce and newly hired teache:s.
Union, the public, and groups such as NAACP take issue with the plan

amid great controversy.

March 1976: The State Bonrd of Education (ecreited by the ncw
1970 Sta:e Constitucion and superseding the previous elected Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction) reviews the Rulcs for school pupil

desegregation, adopts them anew, and notxfles the CBE that it is out

of compliance with the Rules. 'It gives CBE 30 days to submit a

desegregation plan. «
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— d to offer 8 so.tisfacto_:y _ng_se_gregg- \,
. —
tion plan. the State Board of Education puts the CBB in “probationary gg'.J
f. recognition" status. This is supposed to be an initial stage for the _ //f:;;ﬁ
. eventual withdrawal of recognition ;nd subsequent ineligibility for
T~ both Federal ond.state fn;ds administered by-the‘lllinois Office of
Zducation. | ' - """ :
. - .« : e
‘Novenber 1976‘ CBE appoints a soecialist to develop a now ' \\\\ ;ir-
desegregation plan to comply with the scace Rules and findings of non- .o | .
cozpliance by the Board A newly created City-wide Advigsory Committee : ,?\\j?L;
) (CHAC) will be created to develop the plan. Elected members from the C—
city sub-discrioc educational-councils, augmented by appoincoes willl ' S g
form the 40-member CWAC. | | T i;!!L‘
January 195?; CBE adopts a resolution to meet the state compli- ' K
ance requirements on desegregotion.- ' . ] . EF'T'
Al : : ‘ ) s
February 1977: An ggministrative judge appointed to hear the E:f"
non-compliance status of CBE with Federal guidelines £inds CBE ov. of fé“
coapliance with faculty Heségregation and services for non-Engiish E;'
speaking pupils. Negotiations with HEW start for a compliance plan. ??.
. kf'

.
-

*

May 1977: CWAC is formed, starts meetings to develop desegrega-

a——— g
3 Iy .
L4

-

tion plan. Charges of non-cooperation by CBE are aired. Lack of support

* is alleged by CWAC members and the appointed expert consultapt. t:;._
- | i
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?g__ e . 'MLMM&@QM between HEW and CBE {s reached | '-p
oL IR . : : _ " ) . : T .;T___g.'.;._‘ - "
for faculty desegrogation'and bilingual _educa‘.t:i_on for non-English - ‘ . Ne o

" gpeaking children. HEW Secretary will hail the plan as “exemplary to

" the nation."

o

_- June 1977: State Board of Education extends CBE's probationary - | -
pgriod for a year. | "“ .
.
June 1977: A new partial plan for exposure of ch'ldren tc various " .
. .xacial groups through means_6£ television is proposed tq,the CSE,
. N - " —
N Scptember 1977: Schools open in Chicago with 600 children (later .
- o : - N ot
1,000) involved in voluntary busing programs. There is strong protest , " iner
. . : . .o R .
e by white parents. ' , . X ¥
~— o _ : !
7 T . . ’
Japuary 1978: The CWAC submits its aesegregation plan to the X
. ) . ,o‘q .
CBE: it ralies heavily on voluntary transfers by-means of various : i;,'g.- .
. . - 4 "-'t
y N ) LS .
academic 'i'ncent:iyes, including special interest centers, magnet . schools, B nad
e . etc. It includes also a mandatory transfer as a back-up provision in o l"“"
- ‘ . . . . -.“‘o .
case the voluntary measures fail to integrate students. : a pe
. ‘:—~ ".
_-ﬁarch 1978: The Access to Excellence plan is developed by CBE, ' . '-.L\
relying somewhat on ideas submitted by CWAC, but elzminating, any ' -
mandatory baclz-up mechanism. The CBE approves the plan (acrdss racial :,
. lines among its members) and submits it to the State Board. t..’:-
!
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" the voluntary measures. -The A-E program is the curreat

| 18,
 May 1978:  The State Board of Education accepts provisionally

L

“Access to Excellonce (A-E), and gives tho CBE URELL Decenber—1978—ro—muke a4t

~ work. The State ﬁoand holds out for a mandakory,plgp as a back-up gor.

.

center ¢l controversy and-action relaced,to desegregating schéolg in

~Chicago. It will be examined in detail later in these notes.

‘December 1978: The Statg;Boaxd of Education receives an interim
. % . : ’
report on A-E, decides it has not accomplished desegregation, and creates

a joint staff commiétee scacé board - CBE, to continue monitoring of A-E

L ]

(see.below, Access to Excg}lence). . ' o

January 1979: The Chicago Urban téague presents an "Ahalysis and
Commentary," declaring the A-E plan to be somewhat meaningful in improv-
ing educational opportunities and quality of education for some, but.

stating its uselessness ag a means foy true desegregacion;- The Urban

. Leagﬁe presents an alternative plan, praised by prcss‘and educators

and concentrating integration along the middle school years.

A

April 1979: 'Th; U.S, Office of Educ#tion once more rejects CBﬁ's
application for ESAA funds, CBE is found in non-compliance because of
faculty implementation of fhe 1977 agreement on faculty dcsegrcgatibn
and services t§ nod-English speaking chilﬁrcn. The rejection also
includes.for the first time findinés of non~-compliance with pupil assign-.
gents to desegreg;tcd settings. An accompanyiﬁg letter by the U.S.-

osgéxgsary of Hszindicaces that the findings by OCR of non-compliance with

~N
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" with Title. VI (the basis for rojoction of eligibility for ESAA) consti-

.

_tute an apparent cause £or further action, and announccs the possibility

of a refertal of the case to DOJ for litigation.za Ihe press reports -

——————
s e o

widely the contents of this April 1979 -letter.  The Schaol Superintendent

v

«P -
L X/

e

of Chicago is repeatedly.quoted as requesting from HEW clear directions on

June 5, 1979: Mr. David Tatel, Director of the Office for Civil

Rights, HEW, writes .thé Chicago Superintendent of Schools- transmitting

.what would constitute appropriate dcséétqgation“in the Chicago Public Schools.

a set of guidelines for a desegregation plan.25 One of the most important

elecnents of these guidelines is the definition of dcsegtegate&'échools.

HE1-OCR provides two definitions:

1. A desegregated school is one that has a full-time
student enrollment that is 25-50%4 white and 50-75%
black; or

-

2.. A desegregated school is one that has a full-time
student enrollment that.is 15-35% Latino, 13-35%
white and 50-70% black.

' This double definition is sharply at odds with the "10-90%" definition

. proposed by CBE and seemingly accepted by the joint Staff.Comnittee of

C3E  and the Illinois State Board (see belowﬁ. According to this

definition a school is deseéregated'when not“more than 90% of the py, ils

are of the same race, Several other provisions-aré also part of the

HEw-ocﬁméuidqlines, including provisions that plans must not result in
re-segregation‘through “tracking," and that bilingual .education must be
preserved, These guidelines constitute the most recent statement £rom

the Federal gqvernment on what it considers desegregation for the Chicago

- e VY
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Public .Schools. They are included in a document in vwhiech HEW-OCR states

o 23

i
that it considers not more then 3% of the Chicago schools desegregated. RE T
The criteria within the guidelines are open, to be "aubject to discussion F"'",
with CBE," they are "intentionally general" -and not "rigid," and HEW - ¢
£unther assures CBE that Access to Excellence w1117§; the basle'fbr‘eny~"¥~-‘--u° N
. _ ¢ oo ) ~"
new plans. The guidelines, fIn*119?‘Eeék“a*ptan~to—neaim1ze__toNthe ' ;~
extent practicable" desegregation. The entire document ‘thus- conveys : e
" hesitation and lack of determination in the position of HEW as it prepares
to enforce desegregation in fhe Chicago Public Schools. Under these
conditions, what impact the guidelines will have on desegregation in. — .
o . ‘“‘ . :. .. .
Chicago, is open to question. ,
@ . o -
At the end of this chronology, and while controversy and'negotiatione . {,'..
are still underway, a few observations are in order._ ' o
' The Chicago Public Schools system is still segregated along racial ::7'
.‘.- ‘°.
lines although the issue has been a focus of community concerns for . ??
| . _ )
almost twenty years. T g
,At this stage, definitions of segregation vary as well: . .the Federal .{
government 'suggests a ratio of 25% to 50T white and 50-75% black ;fse;
. ’._o AR
(exeept where a substantial uispanic population is present); the ??;
o
State Office of Education has not officially thanged its Rules r.
".
. b
. v
*0f neeessity, there is a cut-off point - June 29,.1979 - in. the chronology .?"
of events in the Chicago desegregation struggle as set forth in these notes. Ei—
The issues have not ‘been resolved and action continues to be threatened by - — .
- CBE, the Board qf EQucation, and HEW-OCR, as well as by DOJ. e



-

;._" o which calllfor a 15% maximum deviatioh of each school from the ovetall
;1 : y T district composition; and the Chicago Board of Education conoido:sﬂa .
' ' 'school desegregated if the pupil population there is no more than 90%

of the same race. CAs will be indicated lator, the positions of the

___;N”_“_N”._ Stato and the CBE seem to be gotting cloaar to each other.) . =« ‘ﬁ"
.. ' a “The Chicago. Public Sohool officials often mention the impossi~
f:;ﬁﬁ_\~h;Nﬁ” EIItty~o£~dasgggg§§ting a school system.with too few white pupils.

. They continue to attach respo;;IFIItty~£or segregated schooling to

**QJ " | :esidoutial patterns and housing preferences, occu;ting suppoagdly

independent o£ government action.26

The Office for Civil Rights, HEW, Pas however documantod 14 an
extensive qppe;dix to tﬁ; April 9, 1979 letter from the Secrotérylof
HEW to the Chicago School Superintendent, a long history of aotioos
) and/ot omissions by the Chicago Board of Education over the ycars that have
contributed to or caused segregation in the Chicago fublio Schools,
The appendix details areas of responsibility in the location“gg_gqé L_
. permanent and te;porqry‘facilities; tho;creation and alteration of _‘
school boundaties at elementary, secondary and vocational schools; the
optioaal attendance zones at elementary, secondary aad vocational
schools; transportation of pupils inoluding segregative busing;
assignment of faculties and other professional staff, etc.

The Federal authorities charged with enforcing desegregation have

.. been involved for: 14 years: there have been at lcast two major reviewé,
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a referral to.DOJ for litigatioo,.aod the current'tﬁroat of a.new

' referral for the same purposs; & £orma1 hearing before an administra-

tive’ lam judge with findings of non-eomvlianoe with Iitle A2 of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 repeated findings of ineligibility for

funding undexr ESAA guidelines; etc. That these proceedings will Q;#'.

.‘.,f

'culminate in a desegtegation ‘plan is not in the Ioroseeahle futucé.

]

T The State Board of Education has had desegrogacion :ules sinee |
1971, and has kept the CBE under probation since 1976 £or non-complianee.

onetheless, a recolution of the desegregation 1ssue for Chicago schools

”

does not ‘seem tqdbe at hand. BN

* The current status of the degsegregation efforts centers oa the

. CBE plan, Access to ExXcellence, which will be examined next.

Il. THE CURRENT ."DESEGREGATION" PLAN:
o ACCESS TO EXCELLENCE

Access to Excellence is the current plan.developed and adopted -by"
ng in response'co the findings'of non-coxpliance wito the State Rules
for desegregacion, as enforced by the Illinois- State Board of Education.
As indicated in the chronology, a plan was developed by a Cicy-Wide
Advisory Committee (CWAC), made up of 40 nembers, including some elected
by the educational councils of the sub-districts in Chicago, and some
appointed by CBE. The plan offered to CBE by the CUAC included a

provision for a mandatory back-up in case voluntary measures failed

to achieve integration,27

&
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/ CBE, approved, ~ " and, sént to the State Of.tice ‘oF Bducation. .CWAC °

rd

]

and i:hen crecated his owm, Acces to Exbellence' Re\e(ir'uuendatzions or

Equalizing Educational Opgorgunit:iegza (A-E). It was presented to
objected to the contents Of.the A-E plan, and to the prosedure
whereby 1t: had _be‘enldpreparcd separate £:om-CWAC s own work, and

. 0

reje. ted A-E, ' SN

"A-E is amult:i«faéeteddocment:, ralying entirely on yolunt:éry

. 'bérticipaﬁion ""a broad spectrum of alternative programs. Academic

interest centers, career development centers, technical centers, basic

_skills prograrus, enviched studigs, new pr'eschool prograns: these are

L]

some of the choices t:hat: w:l.ll be available. New magnet: ‘schools will

be established, based upon the success of the Di.sney, Black, and

Whitney M. Young, Jr., schools. Students will be given the chance to
:-.-.:."select: from many schoola, in the syst:em. Altogether, thé plan contains .

‘one of the most exciting collections of cducational alternatives ever

developed .in this country. It is a plan for our ver& brightest as

'weu as for the less academically talented; it addresses the needs of

A . -
all of our children including those for whom English is a secox'x’d :

language. Instead of the school system's progrgmming' the children,
the childxen will be .able to program the systea., They will be able to
find in our schools those educational programs that best meet their

owa individual neéeds, interests, and aSpira.tions."zg

The Superintendent of the Chica’ao- schools received the CWAC plan
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A-E explicitly rejocts a mandstory &eqegtegation program, particu-
- ’ [} .{; hd ‘ e
larly ene which would require trangportation of pupils for ‘desegregation:
. L) : .

.

To those who say it does not go far enough by requir-
ing children to move, we say, 'This plan doffers ' )
expansions of programs already working; new, innovative
programs; educational options related to career choices,
- - bilingual education, and special education; committed
* : _resources; and concern for the individual child.' To
" “manddte movement of students at this time, as some
R _ ) demand, would negate the right of pareants to participate
in the educational decisions made for their children,
© T and would preclude a rational, objective evaluation of
.« o .programs to determine which are successful, which should
‘ be expanded, which ‘should be modified, and which should
be eliminated."30 ‘

’ The A-E Plan then is descyibed as a "commitment" of the Board of Education

of the City of Chicago to "increase quality educaticnal oppértuﬁities

' tn increase deéégrega&iépﬂby'offeting"éhudentsuﬁAvagféﬁy of educational
.w/ o programs attractive tnough that students and parents will enroll in them
for their bgnefic without regard for racial composition, thereby
creating de;égregated educational settings. B |
| .To this.end, and over a~pet§od of five years, A-E offers three
kinds of ptogr&ms:sz |
| I. District Programs which include Basic Skills centers, aand

G

District selected programs (District in this context
.mgans; as indicated, sub-district, gquraphical
. " administrative division of the Chicago Public Schools

4 . District 299). They would affect 17,130 students in

.

s

- .o R . . o g b

i - for all stadents in desegpegaced settings."3% In other words, it hopes

3

NE

- on
.
.
.

A8

.'. " .

» ‘®ws =e - @
.o hd .

vy, ‘ -_;..’. '.“.
0, .:'. .

. V2

.~“ _



-~

?

& 28

'» .
o
3

e -

: - ¢ te o
the first ‘'yoar, and at the ond of-£ive yoars a _. ;
, ' ‘projected 41,600 pupils. .. . - L
l f\s; . B o . ﬁ . ;“‘ €
II. Systems Programs which inalude Academic Intevest centers; L
’ enriched studies '.progrun;- and advanced placement; |
, high school bi.linaihl cenéers; career education . —
programs. (career d;\‘mlopment zcenters)'. and techni- ;7_ ."‘;
cal centers; magnet schools, both elementary and ‘ ""
. ‘high schools and pres.chool programs. They wo__uld .
| . serve 38,060 pupils in the first yea‘r (76-79) dnd . -
i eventually 86,650 at the end of the fifth year.' - F—
T | oy
e - IIL - AdministracTve Actions which Unciude susmer elementary. ?"
, and high schools, a special transfer pro-gra:r-t at
the’ Gage-i‘iorgan schools, permissive transferé at | _ . _
. , elementary and high‘schools; remo\./al of nio$ile E:—
. classrooms, the construction of new schools and a ’—- _'
e N metropolitan e#change. Pupils affected by,t:hése ;,»f;‘ |
: programs would number 70,661 in the first year, :*‘:.-‘
and 86,641 on the f£ifth year. 4
A-E would cause tt.xe schools to incur added expenditures nf $46,302,200 ..
in the first Xgar and a total for the five ycars of $368,628;600. The %:
School Board expeci:'ed that cizable portions of these added costs would .
be' made up by funds from the State - t;.he enforcing agency - and the {::.
_-»F'edéral gqvernmg.nt (through I:ESAA and other i’ederal’ assistance programs). . :.:’,': .



26,

4

To this date, legislation intreduced in the State General Assembly -

. to assist CBE financially for A-E costs has not passed. HEW has vejected

application f;r ESAA funds, as already indicated.33

A-E Programs encompass maﬁy.fo:mgtg: full aqd part-time activi-
ties; new and already-existing programs; .soge (the mctropoliéin“
exchange) independent from the CBE-contréll The metropolitan exchange is
expected to enroll, if successful, only-SOO studanté.. The two under-
lyidg premises arc'voluntary participation, and variety of educational .
at;raétivé settings.

A-E was i@merspd in controversy even before its formal adoption
and submission to the state bﬁ.thg.cnsaw ;peupzessiia general-acecepted
the plan, as did many civic andfsociaI groﬁps. For instance, Chiéggo
United, a group of top chiefs of business and industry #ot only approved

it, but also contributed $150,000 for d’puﬂlic information effort to

disseminate the characteristics of the plan among potential participating’

parents. |

Other groups opposed thu plan whole heartedly: the Chicago Urban
League published a 68-page "Analysis apd Commentary on A-E,"34
After stating in its introduction‘;hét "A-E can only by misnomer

S

be termed a desegregation plan," it goes on to predict that "“the-total
& . .
impact of thé.program'will be to the detriment of vast membexrs of poor

and students...." Among the specific cwviticisms leveled by the Chicago

Urban League and other critics of A-E, are: -

+
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a) The lack of a mandatory back-up proviéion;,noi
voluntary plan has wogked before in the city; .

b) The programs may not be new, and only their ‘
grouping under a single document is; -

¢) The amajority of tha programs are aimed at enrich-
ment and for enhancing educational quality for
. non-minority students and bright -students; it is,
in fact, elitist. A-E fails to address .the low
quality of edycation for minority and poor pupils;.
basic skills education is neglected; and _

d) Many of the programs are part time '~ summer programs
: .- arae also included - so the total figires provided *

' " reflect a variety of educational experiences, from
full-time enrollwent to a single one-week career
_orientation. Numbers of children affected by A-E,
even if all slots available were used, are therefore

" “misleading if read as a factor of integrationm.

..The State Board of Educatibn received A-E, and on May 11, its

\\ '
Desegregation Committec presented a motion to extend probation of tlie

,dBB, directing it to implement A-E, and report to the State Board in
December 1978. The motion was approved. At that time, the Desegrega--

tion Committee of the State Board also described a series of "dgficiencies“

found:in.the'plan, and directed the CBE to prepare mandatory back-up

provisions for desegregation:

Those /school/ authorities proposing such optional
plans /voluntary desegregation/ must.submit, at
the same time, a plan not based on paremt or pupil
‘chojces which the’State Superintendent may require
to be substituted in the ¢vent that the voluntary
.plan does not result in coriformance, "33




*
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The Iliiﬁ%ig State Board of Education had also appointed al

" Technical Assistamce Committee to.prepatre a "éomprehensivg_nnalysis

of the desegregation'gioposals submitted by CBE to the Illinois State
Board of Education.". The commnittee's 92-page report was submiqced'

in May 1978. 36 some highlights:

L
The process of spreading segregation in Chicago... : ;j
.is inextricably linked with actions of government _ e
- agencies as well as the force of private prejudice. . : .
> In good measure, the rgsidential.segregation of . :

Chicago is de jure.37
. . _
There is far stronger evidence of unconstitutional
[school/ segregation in Chicago than in a number of
the cities that have come under federal court

" /desegregation/ orders.38

There are..malmost-two;thirdé as many wliite students
in the Catholic -schools as in the Chicago Public
Schools.39 -

'0,‘ . OQ.
.Tti? ‘ :

In 1976 the typical city black student was in a
school with 3% whites. His white suburban counter-
part was in a school with 3.5% blacks.

Chicago...has more highly segregated public schools
than any other majorx city. '

—~y @ mow ) .
- * * " ‘?:.:‘.4" i

Against this background, the report analyzes Chicago's A-E:

C -
. o®

- po—p
‘-

Most of the proposals included in the A-E program .
contain no explicit desegregation goals and spell
out no machinery for actually producing desegre-

gation.42

-, - @
- .

"A substantial majority of the children listed as
_program participants will be in part-time programs
with no assurance of desegregation.”” .
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Exs

Chioego' offtcials claim that (a) voluntary programs
can desegregate the city. A review of the vety
extensive cxperience with voluntary approaches in
cities across the county, as well as earlier volun-

" tary plans in Chicago, suggests that a purely

voluntary approach will not desegregate m zz than
a small fraction of tho mino:ity children.

Cases show that a properly administered program with
a provision for mandatory -student reassigament can
have a far larger impact than a purely voluntary

. approach.

Planning of deaegregation must take into account the

nulti-racigl nature of the student population and

the need to guarantee -special instructional programs
for the large number of students with little or no:
mastery of the English language...A-E recognizes the
nced to- address the 1asue but it presents no conc:ete
Planoo [ N J M . . bt "

The A-E plan has liccle to say about faculty and staff
segregation. 47 .

The Chicago School Board Plan does not discuss in any

detail theé issue of evaluation of the plan.

The impact of the Chicago plan on desegregaion in. the
city cannot be precisely assessed.

N""“"ﬂ.
The plan contains.a large variety of programs which
whatever their other merits are wholly un:elated to
desegregacion.so . .

The cost of this program...is at:agggring.sl

This committee is convinced that over the-long run
the most effective plan /for school dcsegregation/
must be metropolitan in character.

The State Board [;f cducatiq§7 should...review ics
own desegregation rules.53 '

In the long run there will be little dcsegregation
unless there is an area-wide plan with mandated
reassignments.
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The critique o of A-E by the state chhntcal Asgsistance Committee

has been detailed here at length. becauso.it ptovides the basis for the

: Scate Boaxd of Education's accions with respect to A-E., 1t also, with

the Chicago Urban Leasue Analysis consticutes the major

. study and cricicism of the plan. Although thg press (boch written

and eleccronic) and other civic voices accepted and backed the plan. :

most of their comments were judgmantal more than analytical or simply

explangtory of the provisions of the A-E. For instance, the Chicago
Sun-Times?> published a speciai supplement explaining the plin and the
options open to parents willing to participate in it.

-During the-initial “stages of planning for A-E, thr&ugh.the

deliberations and deéision; of CWAC, and in the negotiations between - -

CBE and the State Board of Education, the Illinois Advisory Committee

13

to the Commission actively monitqred the process. These'activities

are reviewed in the uext section.

Access to Excellence has operated now for a full school year.

An interim xeport was published by the Chicago Board of Education in

.December 1978, as required the the State Board in extending the CBE's

probation at the time of the conéitionél acceptance of the'plan.s6
The Status Report, December 1978, offers enthusiastic

praise for 'A-E and its implementation. It re-states the CBE's commit-

ment to the plan "to further desegregation by creating exceptional,

attractive educational alternatives for students;"57 it recounts the

"support given the.plan by newspapers, business and industry, and

many other groups including the Chicago region PTA.38
) ‘Se, &

»

. .
.
2

- &

P eapas ¢y . wmiwes
.

, -‘.
T

..

v, '.'"
Y A
-

.?'.

’
[

1 -

A7)
L )
»

3

o
4
.

% 2

e

- v
PR §
.

‘—--—-,-‘ -y -.,‘
. o o T -

? e

- sy

+

gy
8' ";{

i e

P

-y L-‘i“ -y

"l“‘i's":i 2?

o N e DT R



. -~
.

» difficult to evaluate with referenee to the originel Aeeees to

A e vat e ..m‘s-',\‘w.‘ o e R -’-p»lf"K.nﬂ..il;:' Catn LN T Veeeadt B o (Tl s A WS | A O '-,.i "':- A A T R T TR d e e TR I
- N B B - Pt Y * : B . - RIS sl

"‘" . ) 310 )

Ihe date offéred eubeequently in the Deccmber 1978 xeport are

: ?&eellepce document. Some programs which were part of the initial )

' A-E plan have been omitted,.others not mentioned in the original plan

appear in tﬁo December .1978 report. N

Nevertheless. and within theee mefheEOIOgical'limttatione,

'nnalysie of data does raise concerns about the effectivenese of the
-A-E plan. As of Deeember 1978, only 18,143 students.had been chosen
to parcicipete in A-E programs (participation in similer programs for
the yeer 1977 78 priot to A-E was 18,830). The total participants |
foreseen for 1978-79 was 63,751, and as of December'1978, CBE projected
an increase of 26,487 which would meeu a total for the 1978-79 school
year of 44, 630 almost one-third below the oriéinal estimate. -

There are no subetanciel data in the December 1978 report on the
breakdown of parcieipeh;s by racial or ethaic origin. Thus the report
provides no-clues as to the impact of A»; on desegregatioa. The'discus-
sion in the report, and in the press as it commented on it, centers on
number of participants in A-E progeems. Meee participatioa, however, does
not implx &esegregative1resu1ts. Achievement of desegregated school set-
tings, notiparticipation figures, must be the criterion for evaluating the
A-E. On chec score, the December 1978 report is irrelevant to the issue.
e ~This difflculty in evaluating the A-E plan, led the Illinois Board
of Education, in receiving the December 1978 CBE report, to establish a

Joint Staff Committee on Access to Excellenee,'with personnel from the

State Office of Education and the Chicago Board of Education.

£ 34

o OCUER B IIMI By & . s G o - . STPIP POEPPNP 4

PR H] &

«®
L]
Y



e vy PR T R R L T L e A L HORGE gy T D BT e AT
TR o - CONG T iy
v TN - ':l'?":'\‘\r-‘.' o
?1‘.h : I L .\\ff\\\ 32, | ' ::
gﬁﬁ ;;;' . In Harch 1979, this Joint Staff Committee submitted\to both i'é-_;#g
o T Boards 8 new progress report.r"9 .The progress ‘ropbrt i{s also en puai- L i}a i
'sstic in its praise of A-n. : "34 schools have besn dss‘sgrsgated a\s‘\_. J . #8-
-'a r?sult of ﬁull-tims programs...179 schools (30 5&) have been \\\\\:”i
positively affected by A-E in temms of dossgr&gation.... "0 . ~
An analysis of. the data in this Joint Progress Report raisss .’-.
serious.doubts about the ootimistic claims in the text., Perthaps. | a:ﬁ f
the nost serious problem is tnat, in analysing dssekregation, the. o ‘\§
..report aocspts the CBE definition of "desgiregated schéolg: .Qos
with "at least 10 percent and not more'thgﬁ 907 minority or non- ‘ ' T?"ﬂ
minorityu'61 This definition_ had never been exblicitly accepted by- B ;ﬁgf”'
. the State Board whoss Rules £9r desegregation call for a more stringent . h.
set of guidslinss. no more than 15% devistion in a school £rom ths j .-
percentages in the total ¢istrict (in Chicago 78/22 in 1978). . .,“i__.-m
The oonse'qusnoe of this substantial difference of interpretation . g"{;
is obvious: the number of segregated'sohools varies aceording to the ‘Li.}
-_standaro used. HEW-OCR uses yet a different-desegregstion standaxd : E;L
(see abore, p. 19). | i;
| The March 1979 Progress Report notes that a full inessure of A-E's gx “L
impact can oni} be ascortainod:at the end of the school year. = Such yecar- ' ;
© end report-has not yet been published. The interim data offered are E:,
parshalled to show the success of the program both in torms of partici- ' ??

pation, and in térms of desegregation.
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_ Data in the Progress Report can be interpreted as confitming the fcars

¢

‘that critics of cho A-E plan (1nc1uding the Illinois SAC - gsee next
. section) expressed at tﬂe time of cho.adoption of the program° that
'A~E would increasé educational opportunities for non-minority students, -

'but.would'produce minimum positive effects on minorinieg; Moreover,

some of the programs, because of their "elitist" goals, coild prove

: deléterious to the educac;dhgl opportunities of minority students.

The data in the March 1979 repoft indicate that as far as
full-time programs are concerned, the "choice programs," labeled -
"elitist" by critics of A»E, ‘enrolled more non-minority studencs than

che syacem-wide proportions. Thus, Academic Interest Centers enrolled

,32.3A-non-minorit;gs; advance placement classes, 53.0% non-minorities;

classical gchggls, 42.3% non-minorities; and language centers,oél.oi '
non-minorities.62 On the other hand, minorities participated in full-
time programs moxre often than non-minofliiés when the programs were
related to basic skills (83.2% minorities) ox in Permissive Enrollment
programs (98.01 minori;;es).63 In the case of basic skills, this means
that the student participated in programs outside of his/her own school
building, but within the sub-district, with no cffect on desegregation.
Permissive ‘tramsfers require transportation of the student. 7The fact
that virtually all studcnt:Qsﬁnﬁ?articipaéed in permissive transfers are

winority, means that whatover desegregation occurred, minorities carried

‘the burden for its accomplishment.

é ’
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On £u:thqr.8xam1natioh, other considerations appear also warraﬁted."
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~ One other aspect of the impleuentation'is worth noting: community

participation, éxtensive during the CWAcrdeliberations;Awas~almost non-

existent durins the monitoring period ) The chlrcconstituted the CWAC.

as an on-going advisooy group, but by February 1979, CWAC had held

only one meeting.64 No other community participation activities are

* wentioned in the Progress Report. . | o . .

Access to Excellence is the largest complex of programs ever put

together by the Chicago Board of Education as response to pressures to .

desegrcgate its schools, 1t is the resuit of the demands placed on the
CBE by the State Board of, Education.

"~ As the Office for Civil Rights. HEW, engages in negotiations'with
CBE, after finding the District ineligible for ESAA funds, Access to
Excellence is considered by both partics.as a basis for a'desegregation

plan that will meet the Federal guidelines.

« . The potential of A-E to produce desegregation in the Chicago schools is
under controversy. None of its cvitics has heen as harsh as Mayor Jade Byrne

of Chicago, who was asked on Public Television her opinion of A-E and replied:

"It is a.piece of puffery."§5 She has subsequently altered her position,

The interim results of the A-E are mixed in its impact on decsegregation.
It is un ertain at this time what actions the Statc.Board ofgfducation, HEW
and the Department of Justice may take in the future, as negotiations continue,

In the meantime, Progress Report 1 identified 586 units in the Chicago
Public Schools that it termed "desegregable," including all educational facili-
ties in the systemethat have no unique admission requirements or are otherwise

unable to dcscgrcgete, Of those, according to the Joint Staff Committee, only

‘n,

224 (39.?%5% are desegregated, even by the "10- 90%" standard adopted by CBE,
N o

37




.
Ii{ .THE ILLINOIS SAC ALD DESEGREGAT10N
. OF THB CHICAGO PUBLIC SCBOOLS v

-

A _ - . N ' .
‘? E / o ': 4 'Iho U.S. Comiu:lon on civ:ll Rights has moni.tored the lesregatod
' | conditions of the Chioaao Public Schools over the years. In 1962, the
- Cozmigsion roport, "Civil Rights, U.s. A" inoluded°a chapter oy .
Prof. John E. Coons on tho Chicage schools, 66 Tho most reoent publica-
'tion on desegresation by the Commisaion67 includes Chicago among the
-47 school "districts reviewed, |
Beginning in 1975, the Illinois Advlsory Committeo to the Commis-
sion engaged in an intense monitoring of the oesegresac;on‘efforts‘ior
.tho Chicaao schools. By 1977.:;hg Illinois Sfp decided to formalize
into-q ooructuredlprojec; its monitori ano adviging acttvioios
in this area.' s B
" The moment was crucial to :he dasegregation effot:,’os the state,
federal gov&rnmont and CBE were’ ongaged in. the most sarious negotiations
to ‘that date to bring about desegregation. The proposal, adopted in _
July 1977, expressed the purpose of the project "to facilitate the
;desegregation in Chicago's school system....Ono goal...is to provide
) 1n;orma:1on to motivate public awareness...."68 ?‘

Highlights of the SAC activitios implementing this monitoring

project follows:
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| ) ‘January. 21 © SAC meets with OCR regional officials to, R
R 'n{.. 5
R discuss the then up-coming review o£ Chicago Public Schoole. A i ]
2“ v ' ‘follcw-up meeting is hald with Oca\netionel and regionel eteff, as g
well as ste££ of the contractor - eeeletlns\OCR in the data collect:lon.69 S
September 1975: SAC meets with the,Stete Superintendent of W
- - ) . b - . . . " ‘... . .
Education and his staff, to discuss:the current stetue\cfxthe state o
desegregation rules and the action the state me& take in revlewing_the )
CBE compliance with them, 70 . .
o | _" ‘ : ' S
', ' '. January 1976: SAC addresses the State Board of Educetlon with ;ﬁ.
' a formel statevent, After polntin& out’ the legislative and reguletory
hletory of desegregetion mandates in Illinois, the SAC urges the Stete i
i
Board to act in requiring complience by the 21 districts (including
Chicago School District #299) that had been found out of compliance 5;'.:

¢
-3

L
‘.

thrce ears before.71 v'.
y el
. . . \ .P“
T September 1977: The Regional Director, MWRO, writes to the lMayor ?Q'
v, ' - . . T
: of thcego urging ]rm-to accept the '"constitutioanal and moral impera- N : o
_/ s - tive" of desegregafion in the Chicago Public Schools, as well as those , ‘f:
in the rest of the nation.’? The letter follows a report to the SAC. - f"w
. Y ‘. ’
: by its desecgrggation subcommittes which had found that "ess than one- <
) J . . ® o
fi;thféfbthe'number of students eligible to participate in thc-permls- ;;
i . =
. T sive trensfcr program have indicated their intention to do so. We L__
. A e
believe that.this 1s due to the lack of leaderslip on the part of the &f:
: ! Py
L} ‘. ] . [} .
IR ; ‘ .
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.School Board and admin‘isr.rat:ion which has raiscd the fear of violence ° ' :"“"ﬁ
o cowe w13 'l'he press rcpost and comment. * on the report and thc utter.”’ ". | :7.__55
e . The Nayo: does fiot respond to it, ' . ™~ : n
Throughout the ‘school year 1977-1978, the SAC, its subcommittes = "\\
on dcsegregacion. a.nd Comission ‘staff assigned t:o the SAG p:nit:or . J \ T
most of .the act:ivit:ies of t:he CWAC. ‘ ) BT ;_,,
: , . .
“.; October 31, 1977: The SAC receives, and formally reviews, the ’ ¥
| ‘ planning paper prepa:ed by the CBE consultant in charge of developing .. . ‘
7 '_ va desegregation plan with t:he CWAC.75 'rhe formal review finds fault ‘ } .:-
o ’wit:h t:he comicment to desegregation evidenced in‘ the paper,. including s L E:,
lack of analysis of the Chicdgo schoo]. desegregation status and of t:he ‘. ’2 o
e . ‘expetiencg wich desegregat:ion by othex- districcs in the coun:ty.76 The *° -, .
premise of tonally volunt:ary plan is. found to be violat:ive of the g ‘ .' :" "
state desegr ation Rules. Ohe of the most serious defiqiencies is | 5"‘" .
highlighted- in the letter of t:ransmittal: * the faét: that the paper. ' ) F:' '
) s '_envisions an i&lemencation span of 10 years.’’ The SAC asks the '% _'
consulcan;: and cin "How long?" :3
) November 1977: SAC calds for a ;ﬁeeting by the various city, state '
'and Federal of.fici; s involved ’t:.o discygss the status of the desegregation ,/ _
| _ pian. ATt™the same m.k.“:etin_g the SAC's desegregation subcommittee offers a ;
. ] ¥ -prngr'ess report: 'Thn"\.‘ results of' its observations of CWAC activities makes g::
" the subcommittee peséi‘.'t\nis_tic in hoping for any meaningful pfan coming ;:
' e DR 4 ) i S
3 \ o o,
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" out of the GWAc. It encourages more nc:,vo inLervenrion by OCR, and

tecommends to the Commigsian conrinuing monicoring iof the Chieago

" segregated sehool situation by rhe rhen-forming Regional Advieory

-xx;‘. . Coumittee to the Commiesion.?a ' ‘

. " . . . »

Decbmber 1, 1977: SAC writgs to the Regional Director, NEW-OCR,

urging him to participate more actively in the Chicago schoSl-situation,

"

t“‘_ o .incinding the review of student placement practices of CBE.79 A similar

lerrer.is sent to OCR headquarters by the Illinois State Superintendent
. A |

(-]

of Education.80 The response promises cooperatior "in every-nay

possible,"8L : o ' . -

April 1975:- The A-E, prepared by the Chicago scnobls staff, is
presented to rhe CBE for approval...and submission to the State Board

o ‘_ £ Education. SAC prepares and presents ro CBE a iormal /zatemenr, .

"Access to Whar?"sz It is widely,disrribured'and reported in the press.
- . .~ . ) . -y .

[} A A

"Access to What?" srnres. YA-E conrains qeveral recommendations

aimed at improving rhe qualiry of edrcarion in the ehicago Sublic Schools, -

’ but it fails to adequately address the primary concern of the State Boaxd,

that being desegregation."83 This is one of the prevalent concerns of
the Illinois SAC,, rhe facr that A-E is a group of cducational programs

not direcrly related to desegregation. The 1 inois SAC shared this

. concern with other civil rights groups, such as the Chicago Urban League:
o‘. R ’. -~
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39.
MA-E caé only by misnomer be tarﬁed a'des@sgcgétion pian;%‘ and the, .
¥egibnal office of -the Office for Civil Riégcsl usuxﬁ"Arn is basical}y
‘an educational proposal, lacking any'substanclni plan for desegrega-

tiOn. "85 ) ' » . ) !

’

“Access to What?" points out three major deficjencies of the
. A-E plan: L . R

N -

a) provisions that.will virtually insure failure of
the voluntary plan (including the arbitrary
adoption of desegregation definitions at variance
with state guidelines);.

b) the lack of mandatory Back-up’provisions; and,

¢) the fact that the proposed cducational changes
may increase rather than decrcase segregation
* through “the creation of a racially defined
tracking system fqr the Chicago Public Schools. 86

The third deficiehci'poinced out by'the SAC is of particular 1mpo§tance,
and the Illinois SAC is the first to point it out'as;a criticism of the
A-E-plan. A-E notionly'may not.accomplish desegregation, b#t ;t may
prove harmful in itself to the minority studeats in the Chicago school

system:

Under Dr. Hannon's proposals, students will attend one
of three basic types of educational programs; academic,
technical, and basic skills, Inequality, though not
necessarily by race, is thercfore built into the system.
‘The likelihood that such inequality will develop along
racial lines, however, is evident given the manner in which
students will be placed in the various programs. For

. : ample, students can enter the Whitney Young Magnet

hool (one of the academic preparatory programs) either

' ' .passing a standardized achievement or proficiency test

\
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7 (which.are generally racially and culturally biased),’ | g"ﬂﬁé
& 4 . or by successfully completing grades K-6.in one of the S N
2 .o classical schicols to be established. How does one gain )

' ' entry into a classical school? The basig criterion is s

” - that one be B gtudent with high academic potential.
/ But who is to decide and how will a decision be made .
that a five year old boy or girl has high academic
potential? This is not made clear in the plan, and it °
is doubtful a satisfactory evaluation mechanism could. —
: . - ‘be developed, Current sociological literature on , Y
- educational inequality Is replete with examples of : ' gy} !
teachefs and adminigtrators making subjective evaluations Yo,
. of student academic potential based on racially and o ""if
) . ‘culturally biased criteria. Dr. nannon‘a proposal invites '
' , this type of abuu.
Pateicipation in the basic skills program, at the' other '
end of the educational continuum, will be based on need. —
Again, who will make the determination of need and how "
- will that decision be made? ,The potential for racial N
. and cultural bias is, once again,.appaxent.. ix '
- ) The potential for abuse would not be as grave-a concern !
if careful safeguards were included to assyre that T U
parents and students would have a major véice in choosing b
among available options, and in changing decis.ons made : :
by school officials when appropriate. Despite the many &,-'
references to the voluntary nature of this program and : o'
the desire for student and parent involvement, nothing S ﬁﬁ“ .
in the plan specifies what guarantees the participants - b
will have in the decision-making process. 87 e
| e~
June 1978° SAC holds an informal all-day £act-finding meeting. ’ ;Q.
o
Representatives from the CBE, the State Office of Education, dQ&-HEW &T'
. Vo 8
- and citizens groups testify on the issue of the.desegregation of Chicago ??“
: art °
ﬂ schools, the Access to Excellence program and its impact on desegtcga- b
! T . r!.

7

tion, and current activities by government agencies and citizens groups

4+

related to segregation of Chicago schools. A transcript of the proceed-

[ 9

.ings is available at the MWRO office.
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" tan remedies to segregation possible.

&

bggombé;.19zgz- SAC submits a formal ptesentation to the State
Board of Education. aawihs granted the CBE until this date for imple-

mcntation of the A-E. plan and for further screng:hcntng of dcsegtesu- .

tion, the State Boaxd ia,in Decembcr 1978, conaideting new actiou on

.

desegregation in Chicago. The main chrust of the SAC' statement is to

remind the State Board that A-E nevar_wqa satisfactory under the Rules

for.@ascgregdtion, and that even the implementation of this program

would bring the CBE no closer to compliance with them.88 '

februagz ;979: SAC makes a formal presentation. before the
1llinois Scﬁool rrobléms Oommi‘sion, a commigsion made uﬁ jointly by
'St:ce Senators and Repteaentatives, ‘and appointees by the Governor.
The SAC statement urges che comnission to recommend to the Illinois

GenerallAssembly the adopticu of legislation that would: wmake the

" state financially responsible for transportation expensgs for desegre-

gation;‘repeal the state legislation mirroring the Esch and Eagleton~-

Biden Amendments; and, give the State Board of'54ucécion more ample

authority to modify or consolidate school districts to make metropoli-

89

This chqonoiogy documents the nature and extent of the Illinois

SAC involvement in the desegregation efforts of the Chicago Public

Schools. The time span covered by this SAC project represénted a

" unique juncture in all of the almost 20 years of desegregation
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:6trusglos in Chicago: a) It was the first time that a civil rights
canrcemoné agepcy‘- the State ﬁoar¢ of Education.« had made cloar
ind‘forceful r;quireéen;s of ﬁﬁ; CBE; and, b) I@a nature of the
proécsg of ddv;loping a dcseﬁf&gation plan, with hcﬁwy 1nvolvem§né :
of community leaders, lent itself to the éype of inteqptve-mbnigoring
that a citizens groups such as the Illinois SAC can do best.

| . In carrying out this éroject, the Illinois SAC pfovided informa-
-tion and advice to State and Federal authorities, and offered to -
everybody a forum for exchange of 1n£btmation on the désegrégacion ofi
the Chicago ochools, the legal and judicial mapdates, as well as the -
opciona open for action, It also was able to offer 1nsights into the
plan.as it evolved, -and cricicisms of the programs as adopted. Some

of these criticisms seem to be confirmed by interim data as A-E is

implemented.

i

Tl\x\e A-E Flan has nwow been accepted -gbeit reluctantly and with

reservations by the State, and has been put into effect. The remaining

' negotiations, as well as the as-yet undefined role of the Federé;

government will require the SAC to continue its task of monitoring and

* overseeing desegregation developments in Chiéago.

But, this SAC task, as a specific project, comes now to a close.’

At this téme, the'Illinois SAC, as it reports to the Commission the .

[ 3

status of the desegregation issue in Chicégo, and the narrative of tﬁc

¢

SAC efforts, sees an important role that the Commission nceds to maintain

. in this érea; and it will be explored in the cdncluding recommendations

that follow.
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IV, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

" The Tllinois Advisory Committes to the U.S. Commigsion on Civil
Rights has monitored the Chicago Public Schools intonstvely for three
years. It hao gathered and disseminatod 1n£ormation to. agencies and

fhe~pub1£c, and it has otteted advice to educational and civil rights

enforcement autnox. ias during this timo.

Fromfthis:process, the SAC offers the following obgervations as

..

. STRP ARG S® & . ‘e . O ”
1 ° .
l . ) T’z. :‘ .
..' A R L. - .
. . . e e

a summary: ° . ‘
1. The Chicago Phblic Schools continue to-be the wmost segregated l

4

e -

of any major city in the country, with HEW estlmating that only 31 of

'thun can be considered fully deseg:eguted.

2. Segregation in the schools follows restdential segrega-

tion in Chicago. Housing segregation has been influenced by official

~ and governmental actions for many years.

3. In dddition to the role of segregataed housing in

creating and perpetuating segregated schools, the Board of Education

of the city of Chicago has taken a number of actions-and has omitted

* others that have lead to maintaining and/or foétéring segregation in

13

the city schools.

4, The CBE has, over the last 20 years, taken limited and

-

ineffective action towards desegregation in response to prodding by

‘government agencies and private groups,

43.
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| s T
S. CBE has f;ilqd'tolconply with decisions from the State ?. . Yy
ff‘.'. N " Office of Education for desegrating the schools in accordance with -f, )'5 Ei;ig
- State Rules and Regulations. L ‘. ) B
§. This long history of rasistance and 1nactton has carried educa-
tibhal segregation to a point where incteasingly fower non-minorigy gcudencs 1°,,.g;§
. are att;ndiyg Chic;so Public Schools (191.13 projected for school year ' f?ﬁi'i%
“f_ . ‘;1980-81); :fhis dhifcoip pbpulation is invoked by the school system o ’ﬁ-T:§
o -~ and éoma lgaders, including the’ptess,.co withhold any subgtantial -
efforts to desegtegate; | ' | : f
. . . o -—
7. The latest educatignal plan, Access to Excellence, ';’ .
?urports to seek desegregation ghrbugh the 1mprov¢m§nt of edugacioéal | :;:-p ;
".ﬁrograms attractive enough to enéourage'sthaénés:and parents to seek :
integrated settings. Its effectiveness for desegrekation is insubstan- OE o
ﬁia;; its total :éliance on voluntary decisions and explicit rejection gg:'
of mandatory bsék-up provisions, against the background of failed E%iL
! ' '

-.
t

voluntary medsuxres in the pést,'forecasc its failure to desegregate °

o

o the Chicago Public Schools.

-
« e

8. A-E may also prove harmful to minbritjmchild:en in the

B
g 3 AL

-

- .t
.
.

Chicago schools, as its proposed groupings at various performance levels

- -
‘e *

are bound to re-segregata pupils along economic lines, as well as along |

. ¢

racial -and cthuic ones, through a tracking system.

-y = ®
hed ..
*

9, Political and civic leaders in Chicago have rejected the

possibility and need for meanit'ngul desegregation of the Chicago sqhools.

o

[
4.
2

L]
- —— o ey G
. .
~

Lacking decisive leadership for desegregation, grass-roots community

. groups are divided on the issue across racial and ethnic lines.
. ‘%, &
e ! :g" ) .
47
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48,
© 10; The chi.ceso Pubuc Sel\oolo continue to recaive substantial

deer&l eui.er.ance. emount:i.ng in 1977-78 to approximately $155 million. .

0 . Their activitios thercfore are subject to provieions of the Civil R!.ghEs .
' Act of 1964, Title VI, The CBE also tece{:ies substent:iel e:'uount:s of - .

money from the- Scate of Illi.nois (approxmetely $513 muli.on in FY‘79 elone) % .

'11. The Fedetel aovernment » through the Depert:ment:s of HEW and ’ |
: . XY
-~ Justice, has been involved wit:h segregation in the Chi.eego Public Schools - P~

for fourteen yecars. There have been findings of non-tompliance with .
Title VI, formal hearings before an administrative law judge, ti\teets of
R | lit:i.gati.on, and tepeated exhortations. The ‘only actual action taken by

'HEW has been the repeaced deniale of ESAA funds to the Chiceso Public ' -~ -

-

e
- -
d "_
', B TN ' .

Schools. HEW and DOJ heve feiled to ‘adequately ‘enforce desegregation :I.n

the Chicego Public School.s as they are required by law to do.

' :
! ‘ 12, Whatever minor movement towards deeegregation has occurred ;’{_ )
in the Chicego Public Schools, :I.ncluding the cutrent: A-»E plan, has been . ,2:',
the result ef state impetus, dating from the time t:hat: the State of {:.p'
Illinois first filed its Rules for desegregation in 1971, Because of :“i
insufficient enforcement efforts by the State and resistance from CBE, o
: t:he‘ effect of the Illinois State Board of Education in achieving deeegre- | ;':
getion eince it £.rst found Chicago Public Schools out of compliance with ;' )
the State &1_(;_.3 for desegregation in 1972 has been ieinimal. | ’: :
. b
d In submitting this report to the Commissioners, the Illinois SAC l:~
offers them the following .recomendations:‘ : l;*.
. . g{:- ¢
~ e

. g J 48
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- 1, The CO“Qtesionere ehehld;urge ghe éeereeery of HEW.and .
‘ pog tooiezensify their law enforcement responsibilities eo deeejeegate
'tee Chicago P&ﬁltc Schools. In perfieulerf the COmmteeion ehoule
| recomnend to both Depertmenee.that they coordinate theit actions in
_pressins CBE to comply witﬁ ﬂesesregetionweendetes. Admidlstraeive,and?
if eeceeeery, court action, as well as assistance ta the CBE can thus be
o unifie& for a more consietent,.flexible, and speedy termination of
segregation in tue Chicago Public Schools. .

2. The Commiesionere should recommend to the Secretary of
HEW and DOJ to extend their efforts to intensify and unify desegregation
. demands to include close cooperetiopnwith,the Illieoie'Scate Board of
Education. A joint strategy, with'a.unified set of guidelines to the
CBE, delineating each enforcement aseney'e-EOmponenc of the effort, and

free exchange of data, technical assistance and staff allocacions between

" state and Bederal authorities, can be major components of this cooperation.

3. The Commissioners should-make a public statement of theixr

concern for the status of desegrugation 1n,Chicago.Public Schools.

4, Finally, ﬁhe Commission should continue to monitor equallty :

of education that goes beyond a numerical mix. The quality of education
received by pupils in the natien cannot depend on race or cthnic back-
ground; In ﬁhis.conEext, the Cemmiesion should address the foliowing
issues among others: "t;acking" of pupils along achievemenc or ability

1ines; that in fact turn out to be racial and ethpic lines; the rising

‘te, &
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| activities and their relationship to da gregation; the training of

trend towards oonpotency testing, and é?o differential impact it has

-on.m&no:ities. ‘the admission: and pa:ctcipation in extracurricular

teachers and other school ataff in the_di.fatential characteristics
and needs of pupils across raadal, ethnic And economic groupings .
‘and the impact of these cultural characteri tics.qn the learning |

process. - ' e
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FOOTNOTES

-

. 1, Anncmette Sorcnsen, Karl E. Tauber, and Lesliec J. Hollins-
worth, Jr., "Index.of Racial Residontial Segregation for 109 Citics in
the United States, 19401970," Sociological Focus, April 1975, Table 1,
- pp. 128-130, . co . : .

AR Integration in Chicago, A Report to the Illinois State Board
of Education by the Technical Assistance Committee of the Chicago .
~ Desegregation Plan, May 11, 1978, p. 3. S S

[..- - 3. Demographic data and Ptojectibns from R. Hinze, D.J. Bogue,
*, - and P, deVise, Population Projections: Chicago City and Suburban Ring,
e, 1970-2000, Community and Family Study Center, University of Chicago, .

1978, o : - : ' ,
- 4, Ibid.

5. See, e.8., Gates v. Collier, 501 F. 2d 1291, 1320 (5th Cir. ~

6. For a summary of court desegregation cases, see Robert McKay,
"Court, Congress and School Desegregation' in School Desegregation:
The Courts and Suburban Migration, u.s, Commission on Civil Rights, 1976.

. 7. Allan H. Spear, Black Chicago: Tﬁe Making of a Négro Chetto,
. 1880-1920, (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1967), p. 6.

. 8, George W. Pickering, “Desegregation: Chiéago Background,"
Deseégegation and Chicago Public Schools, Issues and Options, American
IssueS\{ifum. Chicago, 1976, pp. 15-22. :
"~ 9,\ Alexander Polikoff, "Gautreaux and American Apartheid," a
paper to the Michigan Advisory Committce's Consultation on Housing,
Detroit, Michigan, 1979 (to be published). '

10. Shelley v. Kramer, 334 U.S. 1 (1948).

11. Karl E. Tauber, "Desegregation: Chicago Background,"
Desegcegation and. Chicaso Public Schools, Issues and Options, American
Issues Forum, Chicago, 1976, pp. 23-36. ’

12, Pickering;n“Desegrggation3" p. 26.

13. Sec, c.g., Paul E, Peterson, School Politics Chicago Style,
(University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1976).
. ' 48.
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49.
- 14. This chronology has been gleaned: £ro:{ shg following sources:
cheonicle of Race and Schools in Chicago, Novenber 1962 to ay 1977, - \

compiled from lntegratEducation Magazing for the Chicago lledia Conference

.on School Desegregation, sponsored by the Chicago Urban League, and

the Citizens Coalition on School Desegregation, in cooperation with the
Center for Equal Education, Northwestern University (mimeographed);
Focus on Descpregation, a publication of The Citizens Schools Comnittece,

‘April 1978; "Report on the Progress of School Desegregation in the

Chicago Public Schools, No. 1," The Citizens Schools Comnittce, August
30, 1977 (mimeographed); and, Memorandum from Mary Frances 0'Shea, Deputy,
Kew Programs, to Alanson J. Sumner, Chief, New Programs Branch, HEW-OCR,

‘Region ¥, Chicago, dated April 13, 1978 (copy in M/RQ files).

. 15. Webb v. Board of Education of the City of Chicago, 223 F.
Supp. 466 (N.D. Ill. 1963). - aeds . a

-

16. " See Memorandum from Alyce J. Boyd, EOS, to Alanson J. Sumner,

"hief, New Programs, HEW-OCR, Region V, Chicago, April 12, 1978, "Policy

Development of the Permissive Transfer and Mobile Unit Classroom Programs
within the Chicago Public School Distriet: 1961-1977," (copy in MR

" files). Also Memorandum between the sa:2, March 9, 1978 : ,

(also in MWRO files). . ‘.
.17. Armstrong Law, Ill. Rev. Stat. cl22 810.21.3.

18. Report to the Board of Education, Cit); of Chicago, by the
Advisory Panel on Integration of the Public Schools, Maxch 31, 1964,

. 19, Within'the Chicago Publié Schools System there are 27.School
Districts, created as administratiye units.by the Chicago School Board.
To avrid confusion with standard definitions (whereby the official
designation of Chicago Schools is District 299), these units are referred
to in these notes as "sub-districts.' ‘

20, Robert J. Havighurst, The Public Schools of "nicg_gg_, Board of
Education, City of Chicago), 1964. . , : g

I

21. Center—for National Policy Review, Justice D¢layed and Denied,
HEW and Northern School Desearegation, (ashington, 1974), p. 9.

22, Board, of Education, City of Chicago, August 23, 1967.

22, Chicago T.ribune, (_:_l_x.g_g_agc; Todav, Chicaso Sun-Times, and Chicago
Daily News. The Chicago Defenderx favors the decision_'; :
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-~ 70. Sce Minutes, 1Illinois SAC, Education Subcommittoc, Sept. 24
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71. Statemen* by the Illino;s SAC to the State Board of Lducation,
Jan., 8, 1976 (on file at MWRO).

72. .Letter from Clark G. Roberts, Regional Director, ﬁ S. Commission

_on Civil Rights, MWRO, to the Hon., Michael A. Bilandic, Mayor of Chicago,
Sept. 2, 1977 (copy on file at MWRO),

73. See press release, MWVRO, Illinois SAC, Sept. 12, 1977 (in MJRO
files). ‘

74, “U.S. Official Rips Mayor on Busing,' Chicago Tribunec, Sept. 13,
'1977, Sect. 1, po .30 .
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_ 75. “(Planning,Discussiod‘Paper) Overvitw of a Process for
Enhancing Quality Educational Programs to Reduce and Eliminate Racial
fsolation for the Chicago Public Schools,".prepared by Edward A. Welling,
Jr. and staff, Chicago Public Schools, Oct. 26, 1977. ) v

76. “Analysis of Dr. Edward A, Wellings, Jr.'s October Paper on
School Degegregation, Chicago," prepared for the Illinois Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights by the Midwestern
Regfonal Office Staff, U.S. Gémmission on Civil Rights, Oct. 31, 1977.

97. . Letter from Clark G. Roverts, Regional Director, U.S. Commisg-
sion on Civil Rights, MVRO, to Edward A. Welling, Jr., October 31, 1977
(copy in MIRO files). ‘i ' ' e ‘ .

78. Report to the Illinois SAC from Hank Rubin, .Chairperson of
the Chicago. School Desegregation Committee, Nov. 14, 1977 (on file at
MWRO). : ; ,‘ |

79, Letter from Valcska S.'uinton, for the fllinois Advisory
Conmittee, to Mr. Kenheth Mines, Regional Director, OCR-HEW, Dec. 1, .
1977 (copy in MJIRO files). - ) .

: .80, Letter from Joseph M. Cronin, State Superintendent _6f Educa-
tion, ‘Illinois, to David Tatel, Director, OCR-HEW, Dec. 27, 1977 (copy
in MWRO files). '/ : . o

i

——

81. Letter from Kenneth A, Mines, Regional Director, OCR-HEW,’
Region ¥, Chicago, to Valeska S. Hintom, MIRO, Jan. 11, 1978.

82 '"Access to What?" A statement on Dr. Joseph P. Hannon's
desegregation proposal for the Chicago Public Schools by the Illinois
Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on civil Rights, April 12,
1978. Hereinafter cited as.''Access to What?" -

83. "Access to What?", p. 1.

"84, ‘Urban League Analysis, p. 1.°

85. Letter from Dr., Mary Frances O'Sheca, Deputy, New Programs,
OCR-HEW, Region V, to Theresa F. Cummings, Chaixperson, Illinois Advisory
Committee, June 13, 1978.

 86. 'Access to What?", pp. 4-5.
87. "Access to Excellence: A Review by the Illinois Advisory

Committee to the U,5. Commission on Civil Righ.s," a presentation to
. the Illinois State Board of:Education, April 26, 1978.
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88, 'Justice Delayed: The Response of the Chicago Sclhool Superin-
tondont to the State Board of Education's.btcember 1, 1978 Doadline,”
statement of the Illinois Advisory Committece to the U.S, Commission on
Civil Rights, to the state Board of Education on Cecember 14, 1978.

89. "Testimony Before the Illinois School Problems CommisSibn,"‘
Theresa F. Cummings, Chairperson, Illinois Advisory Committee, U.S, '

- Commission on Civil Rights, February 16, 1979.

|

~ 90./ Phone convcrsatioﬁ with Robert Pyle, 1llinois Office of .
Educatiqn% with MJVRO on September 1979. -
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230 Seuth Desrborn Sivoet, 32nd Floor ¢ o

, Chicage, lllineis 60604 o v

Telophene (312) 3537371 o3

. " = T o i .P;;;;
October 12, 1979 A . : v .? n
) . N . . * @ . ) . . . Y 5
- Theresa F. Cummings, Chairperson . ‘ . ‘ R pﬂwu:
Il}inois Advisory Committec : | H S
Chicago Public School Desegresation : .o - v .
Commissioners - L - o | : ‘ | L '-fifé
' . ) . : ¥ B

In the attached, MBriefing Mémo on Chicago School Desegregation," the '  gaalible
chronology documents the Chicago schools descgregation developmonts “ >

as of June 29, 1979." However, in the interim period, there have becen ~ - -
substantial actions that nced to be mentioned to provide an updaced : . o
picture of the issue at this timo. Among them: . ‘ L

On September 1979, the Standard and Poor bond rdting system reduced . _ ;
the ranking of Chicago municipal bonds from AA to A+, While the ¢ - R
Moody rating system has not changed {ts AA rating, municipal officials’
have expresscd :heir belicf &hat a downgrading may be for:hcomins.

The tencat1Ve figures for enrollment of pupils in the Chicago Public
Schools in the 19791980 ycar confirm the projections made'in the oo !
summer of 1979: a total of 475,115 students were enrolled as of '

‘September 28, 1979, down from 493,048 in September 1978. No racial . ant.
or cthnic breakdown is available yet, but initial indications are that _ ;?.'°
the decreases are more pronounced in the south side (mostly black) ;ﬁ§3
schools of the city (Sun-Times, Thursday, October &4, 1979, p. 58). ~ , .. ‘;.,
In terms of desegregatidén enforcement actions, the Office for Civil pe
Rights, U.S, Department of Health, Education and Welfare (OCR) had _ v
given the Chicago Board of Education (CBE) until September 15, 1979 rhf
to produce an acceptable desegregation plan, to request a waiver of R
ineligibility for ESAA funds, and to forestall a referral from HEW to Moo
the Department of Justice for litigation., b
, »o.
During the summer, there were several contacts between CBE and OCR, as kﬁ
well as widely reported requests from CBE for OCR to clarify what an AR
acceptable desegregation plan might be. P‘
£
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‘During this time, newspapers

-l . . .
.
.
N L] . - . 2
. [ ]

cditorialized often on the subject. Perhaps

the most comprchensive gditorial expression in the city was the series -
of seven long cditorials published by the Chicago Tribune (August 19 to
26, 1979). Describing the CBE as "in a 'bind" the paper insists on the

urgency of a solution. Ihe Tribupg's position §s clear as it states:

.;:gradually, the orig

igal purposes of tha.1954 Brown '

decision became inverted. Instead of helping the country
become color blind, the courts began to make racial idemtity
the overriding consideration in placing individuals in public
schools. This disturbed many opponents of discrimination, .
including James S. Coleman.... [fAugust 21, 1979)

“gchool integration will mos

.speed the loss of whites in

“racial integration in 1itsel

‘In subsequent statements, the paper expresses "two very real concerns's

t cértain y'increase racial tension and
the public schools and in the city," and
£ will’not result in improvement in the

academic achievement of minfﬁ};y children...." :

Consequently, it atgtes;//“ihere are powerful, deeply felt reasons for -

oppasing compulsory iq(égrat
neighborhood schools have“a
groups....". As a solution,

fon that go far beyond simple racism. Good
strong attraction for a racial and ethnic
the Tribune advocates new and existing

programs “based on new neurological research about how the brain learns"

and consisting basically of

better pte-school learning processes, "unlike

compulsory integration, early learning programs are not politically
controversial." After backing the CBE's own Access to Excellencc desegre-

undesireable: ‘'Based on the

.gation plan, the Tribune again reminds the city that litigation is

expericnce of other cities, Chicago would

almost certainly lose such a suit fon desegregatiq§7, being found guilty
of discriminatory.acts by the Board of Education....

Among 'the clements that should go into a "settlemant" between CBE and

OCR, the Tribune includes:
lowered to historic tipping

"The percentage of whites gshould not be
points, so that resegregation occurs; this

will be difficylt in Chicago, with only 19 percent white enrollment

this fall." Elsewhere, the

paper had identified as "tipping point" 50 .

percent non-minority or less.,

In response to the CBE requests, OCR, on August 30, 1979, submitted a
document called "Criteria for an Acceptable Chicago Desegregation.Plan,"
accompanied by d "Chicago School Desegregation: Feasibility Study.”
The criteria included a definition of desegregation - the same as

expressed in the April 1979

memorandum - safeguard of existing descgre-

gated sites as well as bilingual progr-ms, elimination of overcrowding
in such a way as to foster desegregation, and enrichment programs to
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overcome effects of past discrimination among others, The feasibility '
" study established a sct of seven Pupil Attendance Zones.™ Except for .
Zone 7 (wheze viztually all the pupils are minorities and desegregation
would be impossible), the Pupil Attendance:-Zones are the “asis for

credting pairings and clusters Of schools. The pupils within these . L
.pairs or clusters would attend a specific schoof according to. age or . o
. grade, to achieve maximum dosegrngation. A total of 114,000 pupils R
would be required to transfer within clusters or pairs, with bus rides R £
30-40 minutes long. Forty percent of the schools would remain ségregated. -

and would be entitled to Milliken II relicf. \ e
: ' & . N s, v
The reaction to ‘the OCR plan was strongly ncgative in some of the Chicago Lo 8
press: ‘'Disappointing and amatcurish. Indced, good for hothing except \ : ?§. 3
to discredit the source....This study is doomed to remain what it is - a - - : .i;., :
pedantic and theoretical exercise....OCR*shows little or no interest in T u
the impact of desegregation measurcs on education.. Its apptoach is. ' K
preoccupied with-the racial mix, indifferent to teaching and learning," .
. was the editorial comment of the Chicago Tribume, September 2, 1979. 3
And on the same day, the Sun-Times, titling its editorial "School Plan - /- :
or Prod?" states:  '"That massive busing plan concocted by federal ' » / —
. officials for Chicago school children must be an attempt to jar local . ./ b
lcaders into action....We can't belicve there was any othox purposc, ! e .
behind the proposal. to transport 114,000 children...solely to ensure ) . Ei.'.
. - that no school in Chicago is more than 50 per cent white...." ' Columnists LR
. repeat thiis view (see Mike Royko, Chicago Sun-Times, September 9, 1979). - !
Hispanic leaders on Saturday, September .l, 1979, held a press cofiférence ) v
(Sun-Times and Chicago Tribune, Septembér 2, -1979), complaining that — A ] '
. the HEW plan igaiged their needs, and was put togather in consultation ’ N :'
with the Chicago-Urban League and Operation PUSH, but without checking - Y e
with Hispanic cepresentatives. : R : ' ' ;é'
. : '{40 ¢
Oft the other hand, the Chicago Defender, on September 13, 1979, editori~ .

. alizes: ' "You would have thought the Martians had landed in Chicago from oo
the screams of panic over the school busing plan proposed by...0CR....We L
"do not believe OCR's busing plan,. as proposed, is practical, But neither . , '

is Access /to Excellence/. So let's meet somewherc in the middle or céme dot
up with a reasonable alternatiye. But let's get scrious.” : F -
. . s -
On.SéBtember 12, 1979, Chicago School Superintendent, Dr. Joseph P. ':3
Hannon presents to the CBE his own plan, "Access to Excellence: Further -
Recommendations for Equalizing Educational Opportunitics." The Board of . }2 °
Education receives the plan, indicates it has had no time to study it, P
and directs the ‘Superintendent to send it to HEW on an "informational Al
'basis," and to request an extension of the Scptember 15, 1979 deadline. ‘,k;
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.4 _NEW rejects this cxtenaiom, as it would not allow enough time to grant
{a waivor in time for utilization-of EBAA funds for. fiscal year 1979

- (such waiver must be communicated to Congress 15 days 1n advance, and .
this schiegule would not. permit action by HEW before the end of the ~ ' - _. -

- fiscal year). . - : . : ' ' :

“ The Chicago Suu-Times considers the llatnon plan '‘constructive" (aditorial, ' %
- September 14, 1979), and later on (September 19, 1979 editorial) encour- P '
ages the CBE to accept it. The Chicago Tribuue adopts a similar

editorial policy./ On Scptember 19, 1979, the School Board in Chicago,

4

formally adopts the ‘plan, and submits it to OCR and HEW,.: The Hannon Sy d

plan, as indicated in its title, is an expansion of the Access to * it :

" Excellence plan approved by ‘the CBE in 1978 and in operation for the £

A school year 1978-1979, It incrcases the number of full-time programs, '?"«5

' f ' in contrast with the majority of part-time programs espoused in the’ ' PR

original plan: It introduces, an elcment of compulsory transportation: . '

schools will no longer be overcrowded; where overcrowding exists, pupils vl

.. will be given an option of transferring to other schools (within a set . iy
. of newly established noi-administrative "desegregation regions") of . —
their choice. 1£ not cnough pupils voluntarily transfer, students ' S
designated by lottery will be transferred to uncrowded schools in such- L ﬁ:Q

‘ - a way a8 to foster desegregation. . v T - ’ ' g;;'”

In addition, the Hannon plan includes some administrative measures - e et

reduction of the existing 27 sub-districts to newly created 20, closing - :

of school buildings and removal of mobile units, -atc. It also proposes .
. a series of new programs for an expanded Access to Excellence: magnet

high schools, region magnet clementary schools, region clusters, region

exchange magnet programs, primary developmental centers, individualized -

instruction centers, technical skills centers, etc..'» =

_The MRecommendations" arc purposefully unspecific "to allow for additional
staff and community participation in the development of the plan.' There
is no explicit coordination between-this document and on-going programs
proposed under the original -Access to Excellence the previous year. For
1979-1980, an increase in full-time programs is emphasized, while at
the same time insisting on the appropriateness of preferring part-time
programs to encourwuge integration.

1T

¥ Ve,
c. .{ t
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On September 20, 1979, a group of about 30 rcpresentatives of Asian
organizations tells Supcrintendent Hannon that the CBE plan, as well as
the OCR feasibility. study, ignores the needs of Asian pupils. (Sun-Times,
Scptember 21, 1979, p. 42) -
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After the CBE's approval and submission of Dr. Hannon's plan to OCR, the
papers continug to cditorialize in,its support: |"It's Mrs. llarris!

JUEW Sccretdry/ turn now," is the title of the Chicago Tribune editorial,
on September 21, 1979, 1In the text, the editorigl concludes: "if

Mrs. Harris insists, however, on mandatory busing|on the scale envisionad
.by tha HEW study...everyone would: lose."

The Hannon plan was prescnted officially to HEW at|a meeting in wéshing-
ton with the Secrotary of HEW, attended by the CBE|School Superintendent
and members of his staff. At the meeting, the Secretary indicated that

- the plan was insufficient (HEW's. Prass Release,. September 21, 1979).

The Chicago Tribune editorializes under the title "Nrs. Harris' Lost
Opportunity,” on Septomber 26,.1979: "/Dr. Hannon' 7 proposals have been
well received in all significant quarters - except HEW," and further on

"If HEW were.as intercsted in learning as it is in p aying with quotas,
. it would ‘encourage the Chicago approach." -

~ - : ., .
On September.26, 1979, OCR's Director, Mr. David Tatel, in a six-page ?
letter, officially rejects the Chicago plan as inadequate, and - lists
six reasons: : Ce

= The plan affects too few students. : : \
- The plan does not accept HEW's definition of dascgregated
schools, therefore will not decrecase segregation levels.
There are no assurances that desegregation will occur under

the plan. ' o

Information supplied is insufficient about the programs.

- There is no provision for increasing desegregation in the

~ proposed "sending' schools, ‘as there is in the "receiving"
schools. ' A

The plan lacks the specificity necessary to determine the
amount of desegregation that will be accomplisbed.

adequate plan. If such plan is not submitted, HEW announces, it will
refer. the case to the Justice Department for prosccution.

-OCR also sets a new de%ﬂ!TE;:\October 17, 1979, for CBE ta present an

The Chicago Tribune's editorial on September 28, 1979 comments on the

OCR responsc to the llannon Plan, calling it ''Prosccution, not Compromise,"
and describing the OCR letter as '"not a contribution to a compromisec-
sceking dialog, but a prosecutor's briecf,” According to the editorialist,
"mir, Tatel's letter takes nothing into account except racial quotas in
individual schools." The Sun-Times, on September 30, 1979, takes an even
harder cditorial line: 'No court has found Chicayo schools guilty of
illegal segregation., No court has even considercd the issue. So far,

. 'illegal' has meant what David Tatel says it means. And rcemedies for

becoming 'legal' have meant what David Tatel says they mean.'|
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This is the current situation in the Chicago public schools. The coming
months, with the stated deadlines, will call for crucial decisions. The
CBE will have to consider its stand on a descgregation program, and HEW
mist decide on October 17, 1979 if such a program is agceptable. If HEW
finds that no desegregation plan proposed by Chicago is acceptable, and

" decides to refer the case to DOJ, then DOJ will negotiate with CBE for

sixty days to secure ‘an acceptable plan.” In the absence of such a plan,
litigation may be initiated in U,S, District Court. .

/
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. . . l
Theresa F. Cummings, Chairperson
Illinois Advisory Committee
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